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Abstract

Survival prognosis is crucial for medical informatics. Practitioners often con-
front small-sized clinical data, especially cancer patient cases, which can be
insufficient to induce useful patterns for survival predictions. This study
deals with small sample survival analysis by leveraging transfer learning, a
useful machine learning technique that can enhance the target analysis with
related knowledge pre-learned from other data. We propose and develop var-
ious transfer learning methods designed for common survival models. For
parametric models such as DeepSurv, Cox-CC (Cox-based neural networks),
and DeepHit (end-to-end deep learning model), we apply standard trans-
fer learning techniques like pretraining and fine-tuning. For non-parametric
models such as Random Survival Forest, we propose a new transfer survival
forest (TSF) model that transfers tree structures from source tasks and fine-
tunes them with target data. We evaluated the transfer learning methods on
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colorectal cancer (CRC) prognosis. The source data are 27,379 SEER CRC
stage I patients, and the target data are 728 CRC stage I patients from the
West China Hospital. When enhanced by transfer learning, Cox-CC’s Ctd

value was boosted from 0.7868 to 0.8111, DeepHit’s from 0.8085 to 0.8135,
DeepSurv’s from 0.7722 to 0.8043, and RSF’s from 0.7940 to 0.8297 (the high-
est performance). All models trained with data as small as 50 demonstrated
even more significant improvement. Conclusions: Therefore, the current sur-
vival models used for cancer prognosis can be enhanced and improved by
properly designed transfer learning techniques. The source code used in this
study is available at https://github.com/YonghaoZhao722/TSF.

Keywords: Colorectal Cancer, Prognostic Prediction, Random Survival
Forest, Survival Analysis, Transfer Learning

1. Introduction

Survival analysis is a fundamental statistical method in medical research,
which not only focuses on one or more events of interest, such as death and
disease progression, but also the time duration, providing a mixed time-to-
event measure for medical research [1]. Common statistical approaches, in-
cluding the Kaplan-Meier estimator and the Cox proportional hazards model,
have enabled researchers to estimate survival probabilities which could be
further compared across different treatment groups while adjusting for co-
variates. This allows for a more nuanced understanding of how prognostic
predictors contributed to outcome events over time[2].

The precision and robustness of survival analysis are highly contingent
upon the number of patients enrolled and the incidence rate of the event of
interest[3]. However, the prolonged follow-up time and relatively low event
rates often render it prohibitive to aggregate large sample sizes in prognostic
research. For instance, a common study design that investigated prognos-
tic outcomes—clinical trials often involve small sample sizes (<200) based
on statistics from the FDA[4, 5]. Furthermore, there has been a growing
interest in personalized medicine which relies heavily on analyses in small
samples of patients with specific molecular characteristics[6, 7]. These lead
to a compelling need in novel analytic approaches that improves efficiency in
statistical modelling and prediction performance[8], in order to help inform
clinical decision-making and policy formulation.

Recently, more and more open-access large datasets became available,
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such as population-based biobanks (e.g. UK Biobank) and registry-based
datasets (e.g. Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results Program, SEER),
providing rich sources of knowledge for studying disease outcomes [9, 10].
Transfer learning is a powerful technique in machine learning that can lever-
age these related large datasets to develop a pre-trained model which is
then applied to improve learning and prediction performance on a smaller
dataset[11, 12].

In this study, we aimed to deal with a common challenge in medical re-
search—to improve prediction performance based on small sample datasets in
the setting of survival analysis. We investigated multiple machine learning
techniques that were developed for survival analysis, including DeepSurv,
Cox-CC, DeepHit, and Random Survival Forests, and developed transfer
learning frameworks that incorporated these models to predict survival out-
comes. We illustrated these frameworks by providing a real-word example
using the SEER database as a pre-trained dataset and applying the trained
model to a local cohort of colorectal cancer patients. Specifically, for Deep-
Surv, Cox-CC, and DeepHit model, we simply applied standard transfer
learning techniques including model pretraining (pretrain a network on a
source task), retraining (all the network parameters to be re-optimized on the
target task), and fine-tuning (part of the parameters to be re-optimized). For
random survival forests, we developed novel transferring techniques, which
grow a forest on a source task and then “transplant” trees of different depths
and of different feature combinations to the target task.

2. Background

In this section, we briefly introduce the basic concepts of survival analysis
(SA) and the prevailing SA models including DeepSurv, Cox-CC, DeepHit,
and random survival forests. For more in-depth background, please refer to
Klein and Moeschberger (2003).

In general, the objective of SA is to model the distribution of the time
T ∗ to some event of interest. Denote by F (t) := P (T ∗ ≤ t) the cumulative

distribution function and by f(t) := dF (t)
dt

its density function. Instead of
directly estimating F (t), we often study the survival function S(t) and model
the hazard rate h(t), defined as follows:

S(t) := P (T ∗ > t) = 1− F (t) (1)
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h(t) =
f(t)

S(t)
= lim

△t→0

1

△t
P (t ≤ T ∗ < t+△t | T ∗ ≥ t) (2)

Then, the cumulative hazard H(t) is frequently used as an intermediate step
to calculate S(t):

H(t) :=

∫ t

0

h(u)du = − log(S(t)) (3)

2.1. Cox Regression with Neural Networks

The Cox Proportional Hazards Model (CPH) is a classic yet popular
model in survival analysis. This semi-parametric model assumes that all
observations have the same form of the conditional hazard function:

h(t|x) = h0(t) exp(g(x)), g(x) = βTx (4)

where h0(t) is the baseline hazard function, exp[g(x)] the relative risk func-
tion of given covariates x, and β the vector of regression coefficients. β is
usually estimated by minimizing the negative log-partial likelihood:

−l(β) = −
∑

i

δi log

(
∑

j∈Ri

exp[g(xj)− g(xi)]

)
(5)

where δi is the indicator, being one if the i-th individual has experienced the
event; and Ri is the set of individuals still at risk at time ti.

The DeepSurv model extends the CPH model by using a neural network
to estimate the log-risk function g(x) instead of the linear combination βTx:

θj = G(Wxj + b)Tβ (6)

where W is the weight matrix between the input and hidden layer size H×D,
H the number of neurons in the hidden layer, D the number of input features,
b the bias vector, and G a nonlinear activation function. Then, Equation (5)
can be re-written as:

−l(β,W, b) =
∑

δi=1

θi − log

[
∑

j∈Ri

exp(θj)

]
(7)

To improve the computation efficiency which is important in transfer
learning, Kvamme and Borgan (2019)’s Cox-CC (Case-Control) employs a

subset R̃i sampled from the full risk set Ri to approximate the entire risk
set.
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2.2. DeepHit

In contrast to Cox-based models, DeepHit by Lee et al. bypasses the Cox
hazards and directly estimates the survival distribution F (t) using neural
networks. DeepHit studies on discretized times 0 = τ0 < τ1 < τ2 < ... < τm.
Denote by yk(xi) = P̂ (T ∗

i = τk | xi) the estimated probability mass function
of the times which are outputs of a neural network with covariates x. Then,
the estimated survival function can be written as:

Ŝ(τk | xi) = 1−

k∑

κ=1

yκ(xi) (8)

And the discretized negative log-likelihood is defined as:

lossL = −

N∑

i=1

[
δi log (yei (xi)) + (1− δi) log

(
Ŝ [Ti | xi]

)]
(9)

where ei denotes index of time when Ti = τei . To further promote the model’s
ranking ability among individuals, they add a ranking loss defined as:

lossR =
∑

i,j

δi1 {Ti < Tj} exp

(
Ŝ (Ti | xi)− Ŝ (Ti | xj)

σ

)
(10)

where σ is a scale hyper-parameter and 1() the indicator function. The final
loss function combines the above two, i.e., loss := α lossL +(1 − a) lossR,
balanced by a hyper-parameter 0 < α < 1.

2.2.1. Random Survival Forests

Besides parametric models, random survival forests are also popular be-
cause of their many advantages, such as good performance, interpretability,
and simplicity. Similar to the Classification and Regression Tree (CART), a
survival tree is grown with a log-rank splitting rule by reformulating a clas-
sification tree [13, 14]. Specifically, each terminal node T of survival trees
gives its prediction by fitting individuals h to the Nelson-Aalen estimator:

Ĥh(t) =
∑

tl,h≤t

δl,h

Yl,h

, (11)

where δl,h indicates the number of individuals when events occur, and Yl,h is
the count of individuals who have not experienced the event up to that time
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point. Random Survival Forests (RSFs) is an ensemble of N survival trees
with bootstrap resampling. Aggregating their predictions of (11), the cumu-
lative hazard function of the bootstrap ensemble of a forest for an individual
i is computed as:

H(t | xi) =
1

N

N∑

n=1

Hn(t | xi). (12)

where n means the n-th tree.

3. Methods

In this section, we detail our proposed transfer learning methods for dif-
ferent SA models. There are two categories - one works for neural network
based (parametric) models, and the other for random survival forests (non-
parametric). Afterward, we will present the experimental procedure to vali-
date our methods.

3.1. Transfer for Neural Networks

Current transfer learning techniques designed for neural networks are rel-
atively well-developed. The foundation of transfer learning is that the source
task and the target task should be somehow related such that the target can
benefit from the knowledge learned from the source. The typical process is
that a model pretrained on a source task is retrained or fine-tuned on the
target. Retraining (RT) allows all the pretrained model parameters to be re-
optimized in the target task such that the model can be well-adapted; by com-
parison, fine-tuning (FT) only allows part of the parameters to be changed
such that the pre-learned knowledge can be selectively preserved. For deep
neural nets, usually the deep layers are frozen such that low-level or general
feature representations are transferred for reuse[15]; then the last few layers
are fine-tuned such that the model can adapt to task-specific signals[16].

In our study, DeepSurv, Cox-CC, and DeepHit are all neural network
based models and can readily work with the retraining and fine-tuning tech-
niques. A particular aspect of our study is that we work on small samples.
So, choosing what granularity of transfer (i.e. which parameters to preserve
and which to re-optimize) depends on the data availability of the target task.
On the one hand, fine-tuning can be viewed as the generalization of retrain-
ing, as retraining is one extreme case of fine-tuning; on the other hand, from
the perspective of parameter optimization, if provided with sufficient data,
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retraining can achieve more optimal results than fine-tuning, since the latter
only optimizes part of the parameters. However, when encountering severe
data limits, retraining may cause inferior transfer outcomes than fine-turning
[17]. Therefore, we study the relationship between transfer granularity and
data availability. In particular, we limit our fine-tuning to only adjusting
the output layer, which is another extreme case. We empirically show that
when the target data are relatively abundant (when ≥ 500 cases), retrain-
ing leads to better transfer performance; when the data are limited (when
≤ 200 cases), fine-tuning outperforms retraining. See Table 1 for the detailed
results.

Figure 1: An illustration of using the TSF-T2 transfer method to build a random survival
forest. Left is to train a source forest of NS trees and compute the empirical probability
of two-level tree structures P (T2). Right is to randomly sample NT prototype trees based
on P (T2) and perform fine-tuning. The top two levels use the same splitting features but
recalculate the splitting values based on the target data; the lower-level trees are growing
in a standard way, independently of the transferred information.

3.2. Transfer for Random Survival Forests

Now we present the transfer techniques for random survival forests (RSF),
which are the main contributions of our study. The general workflow is to first
build an RSF (called the source forest) based on the source task and then
randomly transfer the frequent tree structures to the target task, where a
“fine-tuning” procedure is performed. Tree structures differ in their features
used to split nodes on different levels, and the tree-based fine-tuning is to
adjust the splitting values and/or to grow lower-level nodes. The idea behind
our method is intuitive - similar tasks are likely to generate similar survival
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tree structures, which can thus be transferred; on the other hand, to adapt
to the target task, the splitting values of the transferred structures can be
re-optimized, and new lower-level nodes can be further grown.

3.2.1. Source Forest Training and Transfer

We start with calling a standard procedure [13, 14] to train a random sur-
vival forest based on the source task’s data. This gives us NS survival trees,
where each tree differs in its tree structures and splitting values. Though
randomly built, these trees can reflect the most discriminative features that
determine the survival outcomes. In other words, discriminative features
tend to appear more frequently and on higher levels of the trees. Therefore,
key to the tree-based transfer comes down to the frequency and the level
of occurrence of features. Meanwhile, the inherent cross-feature relation-
ship also matters, which is reflected in the co-occurrence of features on the
same or adjacent levels. In such spirit, we design a transfer principle named
tree-structure frequency (TSF-Tk) that counts the frequency of different tree
structures with top k levels in the NS trees. The frequencies can be nor-
malized to a probability distribution P (Tk), which can be used to sample
NT prototype trees with k levels that are further fine-tuned with the target
task’s data. See Figure 1 for an example.

Besides TSF, we also develop a comparative transfer method named DP
that only counts the depth-wise probability of feature occurrence. Formally,
DP outputs a set of probabilities PDP = {P1, P2, · · · , PK}, where Pk(f) de-
notes the empirical probability distribution of feature f that occurred on
the k-th level of the source trees. Different from TSF, DP only considers
feature occurrences independently for each level, ignoring the co-occurrence
of other features on adjacent levels. Therefore, when used to build new trees
for the target task, DP can explore new tree structures while down-weighting
existing structures occurring in the source forest.

3.2.2. Target Forest Fine-tuning

Now we build a target forest of NT trees based on the transferred informa-
tion. TSF-Tk outputs an empirical probability distribution of tree structures
P (Tk), and DP outputs a depth-wise feature distribution PDP . Below is the
forest building process based on TSF-Tk:

1. Sample a tree structure T of k levels according to P (Tk).

2. Build a tree T ′, of which the top k levels have the same splitting features
as T but different splitting values which are determined by the target
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training data; for lower levels > k, follow a standard tree-building
process to determine the splitting features and values. See Figure 1 for
an illustration.

3. Repeat the above procedure independently until NT trees are built.

The DP-based method works similarly, except that the splitting feature of
each node on level k is randomly chosen by Pk(f). The splitting values are,
again, determined only by the target training data.

4. Experiments and Results

In this section, we evaluate our proposed transfer learning methods for
different survival models. The target learning task is to predict survival out-
comes of stage I colorectal cancer patients (CRC) collected from the West
China Hospital (WCH)[18]. The source task’s data are collected from the
Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER) database[19], of which
CRC stage I patients are used. Below we present the data statistics, experi-
ment setups, and results.

4.1. Cohort Statistics

SEER and WCH respectively have 27,379 and 728 CRC stage I patient
cases. Eight features are used as predictors: gender, age, T stage (T1 or
T2), tumor size, tumor grade (G3-G4 or G1-G2), Carcinoembryonic Antigen
(CEA) levels (positive when >2.5 ng/mL, negative, or unknown), perineu-
ral invasion (positive or negative), and suboptimal lymph node examination
(lymph nodes sampling >12 or not). These covariates have been shown to be
strong indicators in the prognosis of stage I CRC patients [18] For feature-
wise statistics, SEER has 51.1% males while WCH has 55.7% males; SEER
patients have a median age of 69 years old whereas the median age in WCH
is 61 years old. Clinical features show more variations. For example, SEER
has a median tumor size of 2.4 and WCH’s is 3; for CEA levels, SEER’s
positive rate is 89.8% while WCH’s is 52.2%. Besides, the mortality rates
also differ significantly, with SEER’s being 25.4% and WCH’s being 5.3%,
which is highly censored.

4.2. Experimental Design

Firstly, the SEER dataset is used to pretrain models. We use cross-
validation to optimize the pretrained models. For the target task, the full
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WCH dataset has 728 samples, which seems sufficient for survival analysis.
However, in practice, the available cancer cases can be extremely limited. To
test with small samples, we experiment with different sample sizes n, which
gradually shrink from 500, 200, 100, and 50 to <50. This setup allows us to
observe how transfer learning methods’ performance varies with sample size.
To fairly compare the results of different sample sizes, we use a universal 10-
fold stratified cross-validation setup. Specifically, first, the full 728 samples
are equally divided into ten folds. Then for each run of the cross-validation,
one fold of data is held for test, and the remaining nine folds are used to
sample n training data, used for retraining or fine-tuning. This ensures that
all results are generated based on the same test data. We employed the time-
dependent concordance index Ctd[20] as the evaluation metric. Ctd measures
the agreement between the ordering of predicted risk and the actual survival
times of pairs, and is widely used for assessing survival models [21]. The
pycox library nicely provides the implementation of DeepSurv, Cox-CC, and
DeepHit models. We implemented our proposed Transfer Survival Forest
(TSF) method, available at Github1.

4.3. Transfer Learning Results

The first set of results focuses on the transfer learning performance for
parametric models, i.e. Cox-based models and neural networks. Table 1 lists
the retraining (RT) and fine-tuning (FT) results when tested with different
models and different data sizes. We also provide two baselines for comparison.
One is given by the Target column, which means using only the target data
for training, with zero transfer. The other is given by the Source column,
which means directly applying the pretrained SEER model on the test data,
with zero fine-tuning. Hence, this column remains unchanged for different
sample sizes.

The second set of results is for transfer survival forest (TSF), presented
in Table 2. Similarly, the Target column means no transfer and just using a
normal random survival forest (RSF); and the Source column means no fine-
tuning and directly using a pretrained RSF based on the SEER data. The
remaining columns are the results of different TSF variations (see Methods).
Note that TSF-Tk refers to transferring and fine-tuning only the top k levels
of trees, and T∞ means no such level limitation.

1https://github.com/YonghaoZhao722/TSF
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Data Size Model Target Source FT RT

WCH 655
(Full)

Cox-CC 0.7868±0.0990 0.8008±0.1829 0.8039±0.1343 0.8111±0.1383

DeepHit 0.8085±0.1507 0.8116±0.1492 0.8124±0.1589 0.8135±0.1578

DeepSurv 0.7722±0.1373 0.7878±0.1807 0.8043±0.1515 0.8018±0.1531

WCH 500
Cox-CC 0.7652±0.1535 0.8008±0.1829 0.8061±0.1566 0.8128±0.1326

DeepHit 0.7682±0.1255 0.8116±0.1492 0.8008±0.1548 0.8047±0.1357

DeepSurv 0.7359±0.1095 0.7878±0.1807 0.7976±0.1732 0.7940±0.1671

WCH 200
Cox-CC 0.7408±0.1355 0.8008±0.1829 0.8055±0.1165 0.8081±0.1501

DeepHit 0.7352±0.1627 0.8116±0.1492 0.8114±0.1577 0.8046±0.1605
DeepSurv 0.7228±0.1449 0.7878±0.1807 0.7974±0.1714 0.7949±0.1509

WCH 100
Cox-CC 0.6961±0.1963 0.8008±0.1829 0.8067±0.1706 0.8084±0.1672

DeepHit 0.7330±0.1691 0.8116±0.1492 0.8107±0.1601 0.7954±0.1773
DeepSurv 0.6541±0.2006 0.7878±0.1807 0.7905±0.1641 0.7854±0.1736

WCH 50
Cox-CC 0.6252±0.2155 0.8008±0.1829 0.8027±0.1719 0.8004±0.1713
DeepHit 0.6334±0.1542 0.8116±0.1492 0.8064±0.1591 0.7874±0.1486
DeepSurv 0.6150±0.1679 0.7878±0.1807 0.7959±0.1725 0.7864±0.1787

Table 1: Transfer learning results (Ctd scores) for parametric survival models with different
training data sizes. Target : only using the target data, no transfer; Source: directly using
the pretrained SEER model, no fine-tuning or retraining; FT : fine-tuning; RT : retraining.
Each row’s highest Ctd score (except Source) is marked in bold.

5. Discussions

In the preceding section, we empirically evaluated various transfer learn-
ing methods designed for parametric survival models (DeepSurv, Cox-CC,
DeepHit) and random survival forests. The base learning task was CRC
prognosis, using SEER as the source and WCH as the target, and different
sample sizes were compared. Here, we are to analyze these empirical results
and reveal the insights behind them. Also, limitations and future work will
be discussed as well.

5.1. Clinical Implications

Our findings demonstrate that transfer learning significantly enhances
the predictive accuracy of survival analysis based on limited sample sizes.
This finding is of important clinical relevance considering the prohibitive
cost and duration of developing large-scale patient cohorts that request pro-
longed follow-up and that investigate rare disease outcomes. Although our
case-study utilized common cinico-pathological features of cancer patients,
the framework we propose can be applied to other features such as imaging

11



Data Size
Target

Source
TSF-Tk DP-Based

(RSF) T1 T2 T3 T4 T∞

WCH 655
(Full)

0.7940
±0.1922

0.7994
±0.1629

0.8232
±0.1193

0.8151
±0.1265

0.8297

±0.1098

0.8141
±0.1245

0.8128
±0.1157

0.8089
±0.1312

WCH 500
0.7791
±0.1224

0.7994
±0.1629

0.8111

±0.1529

0.8040
±0.1377

0.7943
±0.1153

0.7913
±0.1168

0.7969
±0.1490

0.7870
±0.1660

WCH 200
0.7612
±0.1955

0.7994
±0.1629

0.8044

±0.1630

0.7978
±0.1503

0.7950
±0.1529

0.7955
±0.1534

0.7951
±0.1545

0.7719
±0.1956

WCH 100
0.7578
±0.1742

0.7994
±0.1629

0.7960

±0.1688

0.7748
±0.1676

0.7809
±0.1572

0.7809
±0.1572

0.7809
±0.1572

0.7434*
±0.1945

WCH 90
0.7417
±0.1586

0.7994
±0.1629

0.7857

±0.1444

0.7683
±0.1544

0.7809
±0.1338

0.7819
±0.1338

0.7819
±0.1471

0.7300*
±0.1814

WCH 80
0.7393
±0.1421

0.7994
±0.1629

0.8050

±0.1266

0.7757
±0.1333

0.7851
±0.1562

0.7851
±0.1407

0.7851
±0.1407

0.7429
±0.1848

WCH 70
0.7310
±0.1371

0.7994
±0.1629

0.7456
±0.1350

0.7721

±0.1656

0.7673
±0.1635

0.7673
±0.1635

0.7673
±0.1635

0.7322
±0.1481

WCH 60
0.7380
±0.1168

0.7994
±0.1629

0.7487
±0.1279

0.7777

±0.1422

0.7721
±0.1458

0.7721
±0.1458

0.7721
±0.1458

0.7360*
±0.1305

WCH 50
0.7267
±0.1176

0.7994
±0.1629

0.7498

±0.1816

0.7381
±0.1996

0.7082*
±0.2207

0.7067*
±0.2173

0.7067*
±0.2172

0.7351
±0.1473

WCH 40
0.7329
±0.1326

0.7994
±0.1629

0.7172*
±0.1616

0.7382
±0.1831

0.7121*
±0.2242

0.7121*
±0.2242

0.7121*
±0.2242

0.7562

±0.1702

WCH 30
0.7100

±0.1146

0.7994
±0.1629

0.6669*
±0.2022

0.6825*
±0.1915

0.6825*
±0.1915

0.6825*
±0.1915

0.6825*
±0.1915

0.6694*
±0.1395

WCH 20
0.6607

±0.1753

0.7994
±0.1629

0.5659*
±0.1213

0.5697*
±0.1897

0.5697*
±0.1897

0.5697*
±0.1897

0.5697*
±0.1897

0.6485*
±0.1900

Table 2: Transfer learning results (Ctd scores) for transfer survival forest (TSF) with
different training data sizes. Target : only using the target data to train a random survival
forest (RSF), no transfer; Source: directly using the pretrained RSF based on SEER, no
fine-tuning; TSF-Tk and DP-based are different configurations of TSF. Each row’s highest
Ctd score (except Source) is marked in bold. Values lower than Target are asterisked.
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and molecular omics data provided by large international biobanks. In addi-
ton to cancer research, these techniques are generally applicable to common
disease outcomes measured in a time-to-event manner, such as investigations
in outcomes of critical care using electronic health records (EHR) data.

Recent studies have demonstrated the utility of deep learning approaches
for predicting patient outcomes. For example, researchers developed a work-
flow that combines convolutional neural networks (CNNs) with transfer learn-
ing strategies to overcome overfitting issues in scenarios with limited training
datasets composed of high-dimensional samples, such as those encountered in
cancer predictive tasks involving gene-expression data[22]. This approach has
been extended by several studies that employed transfer learning techniques
for survival analysis models. Specifically, Transfer-Cox leveraged features
learned from source tasks to enhance a basic Cox model[23], while Zhu et
al[24]. and Gao et al[16]. adapted DeepSurv through pre-training on large
datasets followed by retraining with target datasets. TLSurv utilized multi-
modal genomic data, first extracting features using multiple neural networks
and then applying them to a Cox model[25]. Bellot and van der Schaar
proposed a boosting method for growing survival trees that can be trans-
ferred across domains[26]. Notably, these studies primarily focused on basic
transfer learning techniques applied to parametric models in specific areas,
thus limiting their broader applicability. A key gap remains in extending
these methods to tree-based models, which are increasingly popular due to
their interpretability and effectiveness in modeling complex survival data.
Our study addressed this gap by deploying a transfer learning method for
random survival forests.

5.2. Empirical Findings

Firstly, for neural network models (Table 1), we can find that both fine-
tuning and retraining can boost all the models’ performance on different
sample sizes (as small as fifty). The first reason accounting for this is that
the raw transferred model (the Source column) can provide a strong baseline
superior to the non-transfer model (the Target column).

This demonstrates a key principle of transfer learning - indeed, the source
and target tasks should be somewhat related such that the learned knowl-
edge, represented by models or in other forms, can be transferred and benefit
the target. Moreover, when the source model is fine-tuned or retrained with
the target data, the model performance can be further improved. This holds
for all the cases of Cox-CC, DeepSurv, and partially for DeepHit (yet the
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inferior cases are not behind too much). Such evidence demonstrates the
efficacy of transfer learning. Besides, when comparing fine-tuning and re-
training, we mentioned earlier that from the perspective of optimization,
fine-tuning is a special case of retraining, so theoretically the latter should
always outperform. However, when data are limited, fine-tuning may be fa-
vored since insufficient data can hardly help in finding more optimal results.
This is evidenced in Table 1 - when data are relatively rich (≥500), retraining
surpasses fine-tuning; when data volumes drop till fifty, the situation grad-
ually reverses. Therefore, the practical guide is that choosing fine-tuning
or retraining or what extent of fine-tuning depends on the data availability.
Such a finding reflects and extends the work of Zhu et al. [24].

Negative Transfer

0200400600

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

Training Set Size

T
im

e-
d
ep

e
n
d
en

t
C

o
n
co

rd
an

c
e

Target

Source

TSF

Positive Transfer

20406080100

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

Training Set Size

Figure 2: A trend plot showing how TSF’s performance varies with different training sizes,
compared with the target model (zero transfer) and the source model (zero fine-tuning).
The TSF curve represents the highest Ctd value among all the variations. The boundary
of positive and negative transfer lies where TSF starts to perform worse than the source
model.

Regarding transfer survival trees (TSF), in Table 2, we can find that
TSFs can outperform non-transfer models when training data sizes are ≥40.
Remarkably, TSFs outputted the highest Ctd scores (>0.82) among all models
in all experiments. The raw source model still provides a strong baseline
better than the target model. When the target training data are relatively
sufficient (≥180, Figure 2), fine-tuned forests can achieve better predictive
performance. This is termed postive transfer as in the transfer learning
community [27]. We also see negative transfer occur, which becomes notable
when the data size drops to <80. The main reason is due to the splitting
value recalculation in survival trees. Recall that TSF only transfers feature
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combinations of the source trees, and the splitting values are redefined by
the target data. This largely differs from parametric models in that TSF
still relies more on the target data. Consequently, limited volumes of data
suffer from high variance and are less likely to provide generalizable splitting
values. This also explains why TSF performs even worse than the non-
transfer models when the training data are severely limited (<40). Therefore,
in such situations, we make conservative recommendations, that only transfer
the top one or two levels of features as TSF-T1 and T2; that avoid building
overly deep trees to mitigate over-fitting (in our experiments, within three
levels is suggested).

5.3. Limitations and Future Work

While our study has demonstrated the feasibility and benefits of apply-
ing transfer learning to cancer prognosis, there are certain limitations and
several promising future directions to discuss. First, the SEER database
was able to provide strong source models to be transferred, which, however,
downplayed the effect of the following modifications of the source models.
It would be interesting to see how much a mild source model could con-
tribute to the target and how much margin the fine-tuning techniques with
limited target data could improve the source model. Second, the source and
the target data we experimented with have completely aligned feature sets.
However, many related clinical tasks’ feature sets differ, and how to handle
non-overlapped features is a critical challenge in transfer learning. Last but
not least, nowadays with richer data collections of genomics and proteomics
data, it will be of tremendous interest to leverage multi-modal data for cancer
prognosis. For example, combine pre-trained cell foundation models (such
as GeneFormer [28]) and bulk RNA-seq data with survival observations and
then design comprehensive and more precise survival models.

6. Conclusions

Our study aims to tackle small sample survival analysis with the help of
transfer learning. We summarized the current transfer learning methods ap-
plied to trending neural network based survival models (DeepSurv, Cox-CC,
DeepHit) and proposed new transfer techniques for random survival forests.
We also evaluated these methods on a set of colorectal cancer prognosis tasks,
where the source data are from SEER and the target data are collected from
the West China Hospital (WCH). Based on the experiment results, the two
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sets of transfer methods are shown to improve all the non-transfer models on
various small sample sizes. This demonstrates the feasibility and superiority
of using transfer learning to cancer prognosis. Comparing neural network
survival models and random survival forests (RSFs), the former appears to
be more robust against small sample sizes as the transfer process relies less on
the target data; in contrast, RSFs have better interpretability but rely more
on data for fine-tuning, and thus it is recommended to build shallower trees
(to avoid over-fitting) and make minor modifications (to avoid under-fitting).
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